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REMARKS 



Claims 1-35 are pending in the present application. Claims 1, 2. 6, 9, 16, 20, 21 and 
27 have been amended, Claims 33-35 have been canceled, and Claims 36 and 37 have been 
added, leaving Claims 1-32, 36, and 37 for consideration upon entry of the present 
Amendment. Claim 1 has been amended in part to provide proper antecedent support for the 
dned mixture. Support for this amendment is found in Claim 1 as originally filed. Claims 1 
and 16 have been amended to clarify that the balance of the zirconia is m the cubic and 
tetragonal phases. Support for this amendment is found at Page 5, hnes 18-21 of the 
Specification. The remaining amendments made to the Claims, and the support for each of 
these amendments is detailed below. Claims 36 and 37 have been added to further claim the 
invention rather than to overcome any rejections related to patentability. Support for newly 
added Claims 36 and 37 is found at Page 5, line 25 - Page 6, line 5 of the Specification as 
originally filed. The Specification has been amended to correct certain typographical errors 
No new matter has been introduced by these amendments. Reconsideration and allowance of 
the claims is respectfully requested in view of the above amendments and the following 



remarks. 
Election/Restrictions 



The Examiner has responded to Applicants' election with traverse submitted in Paper 
No. 4 by stating that the restriction requirement between Group I (Claims 1-32) Groupll 
(Claim 33), and Group ffl (Claims 34 and 35) is indeed proper. The Examiner has, therefore 
made the election requirement final. Consequently, Applicants have canceled Claims 33-35, 
wtthout prejudice, as being drawn to a non-elected Group. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 T T s r „ s 1 1 2. w P^ Th 

Claims 1-32 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C §112, second paragraph, as being 
mdefmite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
Apphcants regard as the invention. In particular, Claims 1 and 16 are rejected as allegedly 
not specifymg what specifically is being co-fired. Apphcants have amended Claims 1 and 16 
to clanfy what is being co-fired. Support for this amendment is found, e.g., at Pa*e 7 lines 
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8-24 of the Specification as originally filed. 

Claims 2, 6, 20, and 21 are rejected as it is allegedly unclear as to what the percentage 
of monoclirdc zirconia is based on. Claims 2, 6, 20, and 21 have been amended to clarify that 
the churned weight percent is based upon the total weight of the zirconia. Support for these 
amendments is found atPage 5, lines 18-21 of the Specification, and in Claims 1 and 16 as 
originally filed. 

Claims 9 and 27 stand rejected as there is no antecedent basis for the term "said 
laminated mixture" as no previous lamination has been set forth. Claims 9 and 27 have been 
amended to remove the term "laminated" from the daims. Support for this amendment , s 
found in Claims 1 and 16 as originally filed. 

Claim 16 stands rejected as there is allegedly no antecedent basis for "said alumina 
body." Claim 16 has been amended to convert "an unfired alumina surface" to "an unfired 
alumma body" such that the language is congruous with the remainder of the claim. Support 
for this amendment is found in Claim 1 6 as originally filed. 

Claim Rejertinnc Under 35 TT S.C. SI 03( a ) 

Claims 1,4, 6-1 6, 18, 20-22, and 25-32 stand rejected under 35 U.S C §103(a) as 
allegedly unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,258,233 to Sugiyama ct al. ("SugiyWO m 
viewofUS. Patent No. 4,221,650 to Friese et al. ("Friese") with evidence provided by the 
Practical Handbook of Material Science. 

m particular, with regard to Claim 1, the Examiner states that Sugiyama discloses a 
method of manufacturing a zirconia-alumina body that comprises mixing zirconia, yttria, and 
at least one solvent to form a mixture (Column 6, lu.es 48-56). The mixture is dried (Column 
7, hne 60) and disposed adjacent to an unfired alumina body and the zirconia and the alumina 
bodies are co-fired together (Column 8, lines 11-19 and hues 34-38). The zirconia unfized by 
Sugryama allegedly comprises a percentage of monoclinic phase, as measured from the 
diffraction intense, that varies between 5 and 25% based on the total weight of the znconia 
(Column 2, lines 38-50). The Examiner concedes that Sugryama does not suggest also 
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including alumina to the zirconia mixture. However, the Examiner states that Friese teaches 
m an alternate method for preparing zirconia for electrochemical sensors, that adding alumina 
to the zirconia mixture improves the heat conductivity of a constructed sensor while also 
reducing its coefficient of expansion (Column 3, lines 2-6). The Examiner states, therefore, 
that it would have been obvious to one of ordmary skill in the art at the time the invention ' 
was being made to utilize the teaching of Friese for the method of Sugiyama in order to 
improve the constructed sensors heat conductivity and reduce its coefficient of expansion. 
With regard to the rejection of Claims 4, 6-16, 18, 20-22, and 25-32, the Examiner has 
provided specie citations to Sugiyama, Friese, and the Practical Handbook of Materials 
Science. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

For an obviousness rejection to be proper, the Examiner must meet the burden of 
establishing a prima facie case of obviousness. In reFine, 5 US.P.Q.2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. 
Cir. 1988). Establishing a prima facie case of obviousness requires that all elements of the 
invention be disclosed in the prior art. * re Wilson, 165 U S.P.Q. 494, 496 (C.C.P.A 1 970). 

Independent Claim 1 sets out in part: ««. . ..wherein said zirconia-alumina body 
comprises about 1 weight'/o to about 45 W eight% monoclinic phase 2irC onia with the balance 
cubic and tetragonal phases, based upon the total weight of the zircoma." Independent Claim 
16 sets out in part: " ...co-firing said unfixed ziiconia-alumina body to form a co-fired 
zirconia-alumina body comprising about 1 weight% to about 45 weight monoclinic phase 
zircoma with the balance cubic and tetragonal phases, based upon the total weight of the 
arconia .» Therefore, in order to estabhsh a prima facie case of obviousness, Sugiyama in 
combination with Friese must at least teach a zirconia-alumina body comprising about 1 
weight% to about 45 weight% monoclinic phase zirconia with the balance cubic and 
tetragonal phases, based upon the total weight of the zirconia. 

Sugiyama teaches a zirconic solid electrolytic body made of a partially stabilized 
zirconia having a mixed phase structure including a cubic phase, a monoclinic phase, and a 
tetragonal phase (Abstract). The monoclinic/cub* ratio of the partially stabilized zircoma is 
ma r an g e fr om 0 .05to0.25(Ab S tract ; Col.2,lines29-31). Therefore, Sugiyama teaches aX A* fcvw 
percentage of the monoclinic phase in relation to only the cubic phase of the zircom a. J I 
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Sugiyama fails to teach the weight percent of the monoclinic zirconia in relation to the total 

amount of zirconia. 

In contrast to Sugiyama, Apphcants teach and claim a weight percent of monoclinic 
phase zirconia based on the total amount of zirconia. In other words, the amount is based 
upon the total of the monoclinic, cubic, and tetragonal phases. Sugiyama, in contrast, 
discloses a monoclinic/cubic phase ratio based on reflective integrated intensities, wherein 
the ratio does not consider the amount of the tetragonal phase contained in the zirconia. 
Therefore, Sugiyama discloses a percentage amount of monoclinic phase zirconia based on 
only a portion of the zirconia present, i.e., monoclinic and cubic phases with no consideration 
as to the amount of tetragonal phase present. Basically, Sugiyama is concerned about the 
amount of monoclinic phase present in relation to the amount of cubic phase present. 
Sugiyama fails to discuss the relation of the monoclinic phase to the total amount of zirconia 
Therefore, because the amount of the monoclinic phase disclosed in Sugiyama and that 
claimed by Applicants are unrelated amounts, i.e., the ratio of monoclinic.cubic phase versus 
^percentage based on the total amount of zirconium phases present. Since Sugiyama fails to 
teach about 1 weight% to about 45 weight% monoclinic phase zirconia, based upon the total 
we lg ht of the zirconia, and fails to teach the mixing of alumina with the zirconia and yttia, 
Sugiyama fails to teach or suggest all elements of Applicants' churned invention. 

Friese teaches an Al 2 0 3 -containing stabilized cubic zirconium dioxide containing 
between about 8% and 85 o/ 0 by volume A1 2 0 3 (Abstract; Column 3. lines 13-25). Fnese fails 
however, to even teach that the zirconia employed does or can comprise any other phases 
besides cubic. Friese specifically teaches and claims using cubic zirconia. There is no 
teaching regarding monoclinic and tetragonal zirconia, and no teaching regarding the 
amounts of the monoclinic zirconia 

Since both Sugiyama and Friese fail to teach or suggest a method of manufacturing a 
zircoma-alumma body comprising comprising about 1 weight% to about 45 weight% 
monoclinic phase zirconia with the balance cubic and tetragonal phases, based upon the total 
weight of the zirconia, since Sugiyama and Friese are directed to different types of zircoma 
(Sugiyama teaches a specific monoclinic/cubic ratio, while Friese teaches only cubic- in other 
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words, different materials with no motivation to combine), either alone or in combination 
these references fail to teach all elements of Applicants' claimed in vention. Th erefore, a ' 
prima facie case of obviousness has not been established for these claims. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection. 

Further, with respect to the Practical Handbook of Materials Science, this is merely an 
explanation of the properties of alumina and zirconia. It does not remedy the deficiencies of 
Friese and Sugiyama. It fails to teach any combinations of materials at all, and also fails to 
teach amounts of the zirconia phases. Consequently, even in view of the Practical Handbook 
of Materials Science, Sugiyama and Friese, alone and in combination, fail to render the 
present claims obvious. 

Claims 2, 3, and 24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C §103(a), as allegedly unpatentable 
over Sugiyama in view of Friese as applied to Claims 1 and 22, and further in view of U S 
Patent No. 5,968,673 to Aizawa et al. ("Aizawa"). m particular, the Examiner states that 
Aizawa teaches that, in an alternate solid electrolyte construction, adding a dispersant to a 
ceramic mixture improves the dispersi on of the particles in the slurry allowing for a more 
homogeneous mixture (Column 4, lines 20-27). The Examiner states that it would have been 
obv,ous to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was being made to utilize 
the teaching of a dispersant in order to create a homogeneous mixture of the electrolyte 
particles. With respect to the concentration of monoclinic zirconia in the zirconia-alurnina 
the Examiner states that Sugiyama particularly teaches the use of compositions between 18 
and 25% monoclinic (Figure 13; Tables 1-3). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Claims 2 and 3 are dependent on Claim 1, and Claim 24 is dependent on Claim 22 
winch depends from Claim 16. As stated previously, both Claims 1 and 16 set out in part 'a 
zirconia-alurnina body comprising about 1 weights to about 45 weight* monoebnic phase 
zircon* with the balance cubic and tetragonal phases, based upon the total weight of the 
z«rconia. As a prima facie case of obviousness requires that all elements of the claim be 
taught or suggested by the prior art, Sugiyama, Friese, and Aizawa, either alone or in 
combination, must teach or suggest a zirconia-atumina body comprising about 1 weight'/, to 
about 45 we lg ht% monoclinic phase zirconia, based upon the total weight of the zirconia 
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As previously stated, neither Sugiyama, nor Friese, either alone or in combination, 
teach a zircoma-alumina body comprising about 1 weight% to about 45 weight% monocUnic 
Phase zirconia. The figure referred to by the Examiner fails to teach the amount of 
monoclinic phase in the zirconia, it merely shows the ratio of the monoclinic to the amount of 
monoclinic and cubic, not the amount of monoclinic based upon the total weight of the 
zirconia. Applicants further submit that Aizawa, at a minimum also does not teach this 
claim limitation. Rather, Aizawa teaches a solid electrolyte thin film comprising yttrium 
stabbed zircoma (Abstract). Unlike Applicants' claimed invention, Aizawa makes no 
reference to the amount of monoclinic zirconia in the film; actually, Aizawa fails to mention 
zucania phases at all. Therefore, Aizawa does not compensate for the deficiencies of 
Sugiyama and Friese. Therefore, because these references, either alone or in combination do 
not teach the claimed amount of monoclinic zirconia, aprima facie case of obviousness has 
not been established. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and 
withdrawal of this rejection. 

Claims 5 and 23 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a), as allegedly unpatentable 
over Sugiyama in view of Friese as applied to Claims 1 and 22, and further in view of U S 
Patent No. 4,897,174 to Wang ("Wang"). In particular, the Examiner states that Wang 
teaches that, in an alternate electrochemical sensor construction, exposmg a ceramic mixture 
to a vacuum ensures that the slurry possesses no trapped air (Column 3, H nes 32-34) The 
Examiner states that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill m the art at the time 
the nwention was being made to utilize the teaching of Wang for the method of Sugiyama 
and Friese in order to ensure that there is no trapped air in the mixture. Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Claim 5 is dependent on Claim 4, which is dependent on Claim I . Claim 23 is 
dependent on Claim 22, which is dependent on Claim 16. As stated previously, both Claims 
1 and 16 set out in part a zircoma-alumina body comprising about 1 we lg ht% to about 45 
weight% monoclinic phase zirconia with the balance cubic and tetragonal phases, based upon 
the total weight of the zirconia. As a prima facie case of obviousness requires that all 
elements of the claim be taught or suggested by the prior art, Sugiyama, Fne se , and Wang 



n 

Received from < 8602860115 > at 1/23/03 2:39:17 FM [Eastern Standard Time] 



01/23/03 15:46 02860115 CANTOR COLB L ©0147020 



DP 300566 
(DEP-0048) 

either alone or in combination, must teach or suggest a zirconia-alurmna body comprising 
about 1 weight% to about 45 weight% monoclinic phase zirconia, based upon the total 
weight of the zirconia. 

As previously stated, neither Sugiyama, nor Friese, either alone or in combination, 
teach a zirconia-alumina body comprising about 1 weight% to about 45 weight% monoclinic 
phase zirconia. Applies further submit that Wang, at a minimum, also does not teach this 
claim limitation. Rather, Wang teaches a gas sensor element of yttri wtabilized zirconia 
(Abstract). Unlike Applicants' clawed mvention, Wang makes no reference to the amount 
of monoclinic zirconia in the film; actually, Wang does not m ention the phases of zirconia at 
all. Therefore, Wang does not compensate for the deficiencies of Sugiyama and Friese. 
Therefore, because these references, either alone or in combination, do not teach the claimed 
amount of monoclinic zirconia, a prima facie case of obviousness has not been established. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection. 



Claim 17 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103Ca), as allegedly unpatentable over 
Sugiyama in view of Friese as applied to Claim 16, and further in view of U.S. Patent No 
5,849,165 to Kojima et al. ("KojimO- m particular, the Examiner states that Kojima teaches 
that, in an alternate sensor, the application of a protective layer over the measuring electrode 
protects said electrode from Si-pozsoning (Column 2, lines 3-27). The Examiner states that it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
being made to utilize the teaching of Kojima for the method of Sugiyama in view of Friese in 
order to protect the sensor from silicon poisoning. Applicants respectfully traverse this 
rejection. 

Claim 17 depends from Claim 16. As stated previously, Claim 16 sets out in part a 
zircoma-alumina body comprising about 1 weight to about 45 weight'/, monoclinic phase 
zirconia wtth the balance cubic and tetragonal phases, based upon the total weight of the 
zirconia. As a prima facie case of obviousness requires that all elements of the claim be 
taught or suggested by the prior art, Sugiyama, Friese, and Kojima, either alone or in 
combination, must teach or suggest a zkcorua-alumina body comprising about 1 weight% to 
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about 45 weight* monoclinic phase zirconia, based upon the total weight of the zirconia. 

As previously stated, neither Sugiyama, nor Friese, either alone or in combination 
teach a zirconia-alumina body compnsing about 1 weight* to about 45 weight% monoclinic 
phase zirconia. Applicants further submit that Kojima, at a minimum, also does not teach 
this claim limitation. Rather, Kojima teaches an oxygen sensor element (Zr0 2 solid 
electrolyte etc.) for detecting the oxygen concentration in an exhaust gas (Abstract). Unlike 
Applicants' claimed invention, Kojima makes no reference to the amount of monoclinic 
zirconia in the film or the mrxture of the aI umina with the zirconia. Kojima fails to even 
mention the zirconia phases. Therefore, Kojima does not compensate for the deficiencies of 
Sugryama and Friese. Therefore, because these references, either alone or in combination do 
not teach the claimed amount of monoclinic znxonia, a prima facie case of obviousness has 
not beer, established. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and 
withdrawal of this rejection. 

Claim 19 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as allegedly unpatentable over 
Sugiyama in view of Friese as applied to Claim 1 8, and further in view of U.S Patent No 
6,346,178 to Lankheet ("Lankheet'O. In particular, the Examiner states that Lankheet teaches 
that, m an alternate electrochemical sensor, the inclusion of a ground plane 42 can prevent the 
premature failure of the heater (Column 4, hues 52-64). The Examiner states that it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary *m in the art at the time the invention was being made 
to utilize the teaching of Lankheet for the method of Sugiyama and Friese in order to prevent 
the premature failure of the heater. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Claim 19 depends from Claim 18, which depends from Claim 16. As stated 
previously, Claim 16 sets out in part a zircoma-alumma body comprising about I weight% to 
about 45 weight* monoclinic phase zirconia with the balance cubic and tetragonal phases 
based upon the total weight of the zirconia. As a pnma fade case of obviousness requires' 
that all elements of the claim be taught or suggested by the prior art, Sugiyama, Friese, and 
Lankheet, either alone or in combination, must teach or suggest a zirconia-alurmna body 
comprising about 1 weight* to about 45 weight* monochnic phase zn-conia, based upon the 
total weight of the zirconia. 
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As previously stated, neither Sugiyama, nor Friese, either alone or m combination 
teach a zirconia-alumina body comprising about 1 weight% to about 45 weight% monocline 
phase arconia. Applicants further submit that Lankheet, at a minium, also does not teach 
tta. claim Umitation. Rather, Lankheet teaches a dev.ee for sensing gas concentration in an 
exhaust flow comprising a dielectric substrate, a heater disposed within said substrate a 
ground plane disposed within the substrate, and a cell consisting essentially of: an ouier 
electrode disposed in electrical communication with an electrolyte, an inner electrode 
disposed in electrical communication with the electrolyte opposite to the outer electrode and 
a protective layer disposed in fluid communication with the outer electrode, wherein the inner 
electrode ,s sealed such that gas contacting the inner electrode must first diffuse through the 
protective layer, the outer electrode, and the electrolyte (Column 2, lines 23-34): Lankheet 
makes no reference to the amount of monoclinic zirconia in the film. Therefore, Lankheet 
does not compensate for the deficiencies of Sugiyama and Friese. Therefore, because these 
references, either alone or in combination, do not teach the claimed amount of monoclinic 
zirconia, a prima facie case of obviousness has not been established. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection. ' 

Applicants furhter contend that there is insufficient support to combine the references 
^ suggested. However, since the combinations clearly fail to teach the present claims, these 

points will not be discussed in detail at this time. 

In light of the foregoing amendments and remarks, reconsideration and withdrawal of 
the rejections and allowance of the case is respectfully requested. It 1S believed that the 
foregoing amendments and remarks fully comply with the Office Action and that the claims 
herein should now be allowable to Applicants. 
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If there are any additional charges with respect to this Amendment or otherwise, 
please charge them to Deposit Account No. 50-083 1 maintained by Apphcants' Assignee. 



Date: January 23, 2003 
Cantor Colburn LLP 
55 Griffin Road South 
Bloomfield, CT 06002 
Telephone: (860)286-2929 
Facsimile: (860)286-0115 



Respectfully submitted, 




5elo 

Registration No. 34,676 
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VERSION WITH MARKINGS TO SHOW CHANGES MADE 

A marked-up version of the 2 nd full paragraph on page 6 follows: 

Referring to Figure 5, line 50 represents alumina body contraction on cooling 
hne 52 shows a cubic/tetragonal zirconia body on cooling, and line 54 shows the coolin* 
curve of a zn-conia body coning about 22 weight% monocle phase. Note how around 
500-C, lme 54 suddenly rises, showing the volumetric expansion of the tetragonal to 
monocl one transformation. The mismatch of line 52 (which is a formulation like Sample 1 
below) becomes worse relative to the alumina, line 50, as cooling continues. 

A marked-up version of the 3' d full paragraph on page 6 continuing onto page 7 
follows: 

The process for producing a conductive co-fixed body includes forming a 
batch mixture of zirconia, yttria, and alumina, along with solvents) such as xylenes, ethanol 
and the like, and/or dispersals) such as phosphate ester, Menhaden fish oil, sulfosuccinate ' 
castoroiLandthelike. -This mixture is milled for a sufficient period of time to obtam a ' 
substantxally homogeneous mixture, e.g., typically about 4 to about 12 hours. Thereafter 
binder^ (such as po,yvinyl butyral, poly methyl methacrylate, poly vmyl formol, and the 
l*e), and plasties) (such as butyl benzyl phthalate, glycols (e.g., polyethylene glycol, and 
the hke) and phthalates, (e.g., dime% l phtiiaIate> octyl ^ ^ ^ ^ 

canoptionallybeaddedtothemix^e. The mixture is preferably mixed, e.g., nulled, for an 
addrtional period of time to obtain a substantially homogeneous mixture, e.g., typically up to 
about 8 hours or so, to produce a slurry. The slurry produced is then preferably de-aired 
whxch ls typically achieved by puHing a vacuum on the slurry for up to about 3 minutes or so 
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A marked-up version of Claims 1, 2, 6, 9, 16, 20, 21, and 27 follows: 

Claim 1. (Amended/marked-up) A method of manufacturing zirconia-alumina 
body, comprising: 

mixing zirconia, yttria, and alumina with at least one solvent to form a 

mixture; 

drying said mixtur e to form a HriaH m,-vtn r ,-> ; 

disposing said dried mixture adjacent to an unfixed alumina body; and 
C0_filine ^id dried mixture and mid ,mfi , ed alumina hndy to form the-a 
zirconia-alumma body, wherein said zirconia-alumina body comprises about 1 weight% to 
about 45 weight monoclinic phase zirconia, based upon the total weight of the zirconia. 

Claim 2. (Amended/marked-up) The method of manufacturing zirconia- 
alumina body of Claim 1, further comprising mixing at least one disperse into the mixture 
and wherein the zirconia^umina body comprises about 1 5 weight% to about 30 weight% 
monoclinic phase zirconia, based unon th* H ,i ^;.,) ]t of the „- rrnni -„ ^ 

Cl aim 6 . (Amended/marked-up) The method of manufacturing zirconia- 
alumina body of Claim !, wherein the zircorua-alumina body comprises about 18 weight% to 
about 25 weight% monoclinic phase zirconia. based unon w.. ,,^ t - Fth| . - ? n I 



; zirconia- 



Claim 9. (Amended/marked-up) The method of manufacturing 
alumina body of Claim 1 , wherein said M^mixture and said alumina bod,^ have 
a sintering mismatch of less than about 5%. 
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comprising: 



mixture; 



Claim 16. (Amended/marked-up) A m e thod of manufacturing a sensor, 

mixing zirconia, yttria, and alumina with at least one solvent to form a 

drying said mixture to form an unfired zirconia body; 
disposing an electrode on each side of said unfixed zirconia body; 
connecting each electrode to an electrical lead; 
disposing said unfired zirconia body adjacent to an unfired alumina 



bodyswfe^s to form an unfired 



zirconia-alumina body, Wherein one of said electrodes 



disposed between said zirconia body and said alumina body; and 

C °- firing ^4 ^flr^z,>coniV a lu m in,hod x to form a_ Awwnsa^™^ 
co-fixed zn-conia-alumina body comprising* about 1 weight to about 45 weighty 
monoclinic phase zirconia, based upon the total weight of the : 



■ zirconia. 



; zirconia- 



Claim 20. (Amended/marked-up) The method of manufacturing 
alumina body of Claim 16, wherein the zirconia-alumina body comprises about 15 weight% 
to about 30 weight'/, monoclinic phase ^coniaj,^^^ 



rcoma. 



Claim 21. (Amended/marked-up) The meth od of manufacturing zirconia- 
alumina body of Claim 16, wherein the zirconia-alumina body comprises aboutl 8 weight% 
to about 25 weight% monoclinic phase ™or»^s<^ 



Claim 27. (Amended/marked-up) The method of manufacturing 



alumina body of Claim 16, wherein said laming 
have a sintering mismatch of less than about 5%. 



zircoma- 



mixture and said alumina bpdysttffaee 
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